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ABSTRACT 
The Charleston Earthquake of 1886 damaged every recorded masonry 
building on the Charleston Peninsula. Newer unreinforced masonry buildings 
experienced more extensive damage than older ones. A USGS survey of this 
phenomenon, produced in 1889 by Captain C. E. Dutton, concluded that this 
variation in damage was caused by the difference in seismicity between “made” 
ground and solid ground. A more recent study by Robinson and Talwani (1983) 
concluded that quality of materials and craftmanship in construction caused the 
variation in damage. This thesis assesses Charleston’s masonry buildings’ 
susceptibility to seismic damage by their orientation, date of construction, brick 
bond, use, and soil base. Compilation of a database of building damage reveals 
the characteristics, or combination of characteristics, of buildings that fail under 
seismic load. 100 buildings were selected for the database based on photographic 
availability and image clarity from the Charleston Museum’s collection of Cook’s 
Earthquake Views. Characteristics recorded in the database consists of soil type, 
brick bond, orientation, date of construction, intended use, damage, and the 
presence of tie rods and pattress plates. This database can be used predictively to 
identify “at risk” buildings that lead to unreinforced masonry failure under 
seismic stresses.  
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INTRODUCTION 
In August of 1886, Charleston experienced the largest earthquake ever recorded in 
the southeastern United States. The earthquake was felt as far away as Boston to the 
north, New Orleans to the west, and Cuba to the south.1 It caused between five and six 
million dollars in damage to more than 6,000 recorded structures. The most severe 
damage occurred in many of the city’s Unreinforced Masonry (URM) buildings. The 
earthquake produced various levels of damage in URM buildings throughout the city and 
several studies have attempted to explain the seemingly random distribution of 
destruction. Previous studies have individually analyzed or mapped damage based on soil 
composition, building height, building orientation and building material. These studies 
utilized the damages recorded in an insurance report conducted in the months following 
the earthquake herein referred to as the Parkins and Stewart Survey and explained in 
more detail in the following chapter.  To date no study has been able to adequately 
correlate combined factors that lead to building failure.  This thesis attempts to determine 
the combination of factors that caused failure of URM buildings in Charleston during the 
1886 Earthquake by excluding the damage documented in the Parkins and Steward 
Survey and using photo analysis to determine damage. 
Chapter One describes the behaviors of URM buildings under seismic loads. The 
chapter discusses differences in masonry buildings over time and describes the basic 
1 Robert P. Stockton, The Great Shock: The Effects of the 1886 Earthquake on the Built Environment of 
Charleston, South Carolina (Easley, S.C: Southern Historical Press, 1986). 
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structural system of a URM building. The final section of the chapter addresses 
mechanisms of failure in masonry and their severity.  
 Chapter Two addresses the seismic history of Charleston, describing the effects of 
the 1886 Earthquake. The chapter continues by explaining the soil conditions of the 
Charleston peninsula and the subterranean composition of the Woodstock Fault Line. The 
explanation extends to include the damage that has resulted from recent seismic activity 
in the region.  
 Chapter Three describes the process and reasons used to determine the database 
criteria. The chapter also describes the analysis that will be conducted and what 
information each analysis will reveal.  
 Chapter Four contains the graphs produced from the database. A brief description 
of the information accompanies each graph along with the recognition of any existing 
short comings within the graph. The chapter concludes by identifying the factors most 
likely to lead to the failure of URM buildings when subjected to seismic stresses.  
 Chapter Five provides an example of earthquake disaster planning enacted by 
Seattle, Washington and suggests similar planning should be implemented in Charleston.  
This chapter reviews the existing literature regarding the 1886 Charleston 
earthquake. The literature covers primary resources produced immediately following the 
earthquake as well as studies conducted using the original data. The chapter explores the 
challenges of URM Buildings in seismic regions and the efforts and studies undertaken to 
preserve them.  
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FEMA defines Unreinforced Masonry buildings (URM) as building consisting of 
brick, concrete masonry units (CMUs), Clay tile, stone, or Adobe that lacks both vertical 
and horizontal steel reinforcements.  Masonry materials are known to resist compressive 
load effectively however, they lack resistance to lateral and shear forces.2 This weakness 
makes masonry particularly vulnerable to the dynamic forces of seismic activity. 
Building codes allowed the unrestricted construction of URM buildings until the Long 
Beach Earthquake of 1933 which alerted legislators to the dangers of URM.3  California 
passed the Field Act just 30 days after the earthquake, banning the construction of URM 
buildings in California.4 Following the Field Act more states passed legislation limiting 
or banning URM construction. As the awareness of URM hazards increased, various 
studies and strategies were implemented to mitigate loss of life and the historic URM 
buildings themselves. This literature review focuses on URM buildings made of brick 
which was the major building stock of 1886 Charleston masonry, and their susceptibility 
to seismic damage.  
The Charleston Earthquake of 1886 damaged thousands of URM buildings. 
Damage was documented in photographs, public records, diaries, insurance surveys and a 
USGS geological survey. Captain Clarence E. Dutton compiled a USGS Survey of the 
Charleston Earthquake in 1889 which documented building damages and occurrences of 
                                                 
2 Panagiotis G. Asteris and Vagelis Plevris, eds., Handbook of Research on Seismic Assessment and 
Rehabilitation of Historic Structures, Advances in Civil and Industrial Engineering Book Series (Hershey, 
PA: Engineering Science Reference, 2015). p.2 
3 Melvyn Green and Anne L. Watson, “Building Codes: Evaluating Buildings in Seismic Zones,” APT 
Bulletin: The Journal of Preservation Technology 20, no. 2 (1988): 13–17, 
https://doi.org/10.2307/1494245. 
4 The Field Act: One of California’s first legislative acts mandating earthquake resistant construction.  
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liquefaction. Dutton observed that the greatest damage to the city occurred in the business 
districts, wharves, and Battery. Dutton identified the major cause of damages to be 
related to buildings constructed over infilled land which he referred to as “made land”. 
Dutton’s report also included the personal accounts of Dr. Gabriel Edward Manigault.  
Dr. Gabriel Edward Manigault, an amateur architect and grandson of Gabriel 
Manigault the “gentleman architect”, was in Charleston during the earthquake, 
documented the event, and made many observations of the earthquake’s effects.5 His 
most notable observation was the effectiveness of brick bonds. Manigault observed that 
American bond brick work failed far more often than Flemish bond and English bond. 
Dr. Manigault also associated earthquake damages with the quality of lime mortar used in 
construction. Manigault believed that lime mortar sourced from oyster shell used prior to 
1838 was of better quality and more resistant to earthquake damage than the post 1838 
limestone sourced mortar. 6 The introduction of American bond in Charleston occurred 
simultaneously with the introduction of limestone sourced mortar as a result of the 
inflated rate of masonry construction following the Fire of 1838.7 
 Shortly after the earthquake’ an association of insurance companies 
commissioned architect W.H. Parkins and builder Fred. S Stewart to survey and report 
earthquake damages to the buildings on the peninsula. The report, herein referred to as 
the Parkins and Stewart Survey, documented 6956 buildings including street address, 
                                                 
5 Clarence E. Dutton, “The Charleston Earthquake of August 31, 1886” (US Geological Survey, 1889). 
p.23-38 
6 Andrew Robinson and Pradeep Talwani, “Building Damage at Charleston, South Carolina, Associated 
with the 1886 Earthquake,” Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America 73, no. 2 (1983): 633–52. 
7 Dutton. p.35 
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sheet and block number in the 1884 Sanborn Map, construction materials, roof, 
dimensions, wall conditions, and chimneys.8 The data Parkins and Stewart collected has 
been used by subsequent studies, most notably that of Robinson and Talwani, Lindbergh, 
and Marciano and Elton.9 
The most recent works regarding the South Georgia Riff have depended heavily 
upon previous research conducted by G. A. Bolinger, M. C. Chapman, P. Talwani, and 
A.C. Tarr.10 Extensive research has been conducted to further understand the tectonics 
related to the 1886 Earthquake and the South Georgia Riff, a Mesozoic extensional 
terrane. The South Georgia Riff has been documented from well data, field interpretation 
and seismic reflection profile. Research has concluded that the Mesozoic extension is a 
tectonic deformation likely related to the termination of the basalts.11 Collective research 
has concluded that the Mesozoic extension contains the focal mechanism responsible for 
the 1886 Earthquake. As research methods have advanced the specific location becomes 
more precise, most recently being identified to be within the upper 4-5km of the 
Mesozoic fault structure.12  
In 1983 Andrew Robinson and Pradeep Talwani conducted a study using the 
Parkins and Stewart report to identify factors that contributed to observed damage of the 
1886 Earthquake. The data from the Parkins and Stewart report was interpreted using 
                                                 
8 H. C. Stockdell, J. A. Thomas, and H. Lee, “Record of Earthquake Damages.” (Atlanta GA: Winham and 
Lester Publications, 1886). 
9 Anna Corella Hardy, “Hypocenter Location and Focal Mechanism Solutions of Earthquakes in the 
Epicentral Area of the 1886 Charleston, South Carolina Earthquake” (Virginia Tech, 2014). p.3 
10 Hardy. p.28 
11 Jesse Conrad Buckner, “Crustal Structure in a Mesozoic Extensional Terrane: The South Georgia Rift 
and the Epicentral Area of the 1886 Charleston, South Carolina, Earthquake” (Virginia Tech, 2011). p.1 
12 Hardy. p.1 
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Lawson’s San Francisco Intensity Scale. Robinson and Talwani deemed this scale the 
most applicable intensity scale because it describes damage intensity rather than observed 
intensity. They produced a damage intensity map which showed the relationship between 
damage and “made” ground. The report determined areas of “made” and high ground by 
the 1790 high tide level which was provided by a 1949 commemorative map that 
included the high tide mark based on historical accounts.13 Sixty-nine percent of brick 
buildings on made ground and sixty-three percent of brick buildings on solid ground were 
significantly affected by the earthquake. The study concluded that there was no marked 
effect of made ground on brick buildings, however buildings on made ground were more 
likely to experience damage. The study also showed that the most severe damage 
coincided with the highest concentration of commercial and public buildings.14 
FEMA notes URM buildings as the most common cause of death and injury in 
earthquakes.15 Efforts to minimizes loss of life and life safety issues have been produced 
by both disaster planning and seismic reinforcement. An experiment funded by the 
National Science Foundation in the early 1980s explored the dynamic behaviors of URM. 
The experiment tested sample masonry walls under seismic motion equivalent to the 
1940 El Centro and the 1971 San Fernando earthquake.  The results showed that walls 
                                                 
13 Robinson and Talwani, “Building Damage at Charleston, South Carolina, Associated with the 1886 
Earthquake.” p.637 
14 Robinson and Talwani. p.634 
15 Green and Watson. p.16 
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positively anchored to horizontal elements failed when exposed to ground displacement 
greater than recorded ground displacements.16 
On the west coast of North America, where seismic activity is more prevalent, 
local and state governments have developed earthquake disaster plans to recognize and 
take preemptive actions against URM hazards. Melvyn Green and Associates conducted a 
study of San Bernardino County, California. The study developed a methodology for 
local jurisdictions to establish voluntary hazard mitigation programs. In the plan, 
buildings are first rated by occupancy levels. The plan then analyzes risks based on 
geotechnical data to identify areas of increased risk. Sanborn Maps were then used to 
identify URM buildings in the risk areas.17 The results of this study encouraged the 
county to regulate building use, based upon its seismic risk factor. For instance, the use of 
a URM in a risk area may be restricted to offices, buildings in which the primary 
inhabitants would be familiar with emergency exits and earthquake protocols.18 
Upgrading buildings to serve a commercial use would involve retrofitting the building to 
bring it up to a desirable level seismic code. 
Other west coast cities like Seattle have diligently inventoried its URM buildings 
to identify potential hazard zones in the event of an earthquake. The city used Sanborn 
maps and onsite investigations to identify more than 1700 URM buildings in the city 
                                                 
16 Melvyn Green, “Seismic Rehabilitation of Historic Buildings a Damage Analysis Approach on JSTOR,” 
Association for Preservation Technology International, Bulletin of the Association for Preservation 
Technology, 13, no. 2 (1981): 23–26. 
17 Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps: City maps identifying building dimensions, building materials and 
fenestration patters. 
18 Green and Watson, p.14 
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limits.19 Studies like this aid governments in completing the first two phases of the 
FEMA Emergency Management Plan. San Francisco used such a database to enforce 
retrofitting by of all URM buildings by their owners under penalty of demolition.  
 Another piece of mitigating loss comes from the field of seismology. 
Understanding the seismic properties of a fault can help to detect early warning signs. 
Seismology also helps to identify the way that seismic waves travel through soil. Much of 
the Charleston peninsula consists of artificial fill. As Charleston grew its landmass 
expanded into the Ashley and Cooper Rivers by filling in lower elevation areas, marshes, 
and creeks to build upon. This practice has nearly doubled the width of the peninsula 
since the 1600s.20 Artificial fill in Charleston is highly susceptible to a phenomenon 
known as liquefaction due to the high water table and the loosely packed fill. 
Liquefaction is a “process by which water-saturated sediment temporarily loses strength 
and acts as a fluid”21 and can cause extensive damage to buildings. Because of infill, the 
Charleston peninsula contains different zones of vulnerability. 
 Architect Randolph Langenbach has conducted extensive research in the seismic 
resilience of historic and vernacular URM buildings. In his studies Langenbach has 
provided collective evidence that, although the seismic resistance of URM can be 
outperformed by seismically engineered reinforced concrete, URM buildings 
                                                 
19 Manish Chalana and Jeana C. Wiser, “Integrating Preservation and Hazard Mitigation for Unreinforced 
Masonry Buildings in Seattle,” Association for Preservation Technology International, APT Bulletin: The 
Journal of Preservation Technology, 44 (2013): 43–51. 
20 Krystle Sunbow Miner, “Using the Charleston, SC Earthquake of 1886 to Develop New Models for 
Estimating Future Earthquake Damage” (College of Charleston, 2014). 
21 “Earthquake Glossary,” accessed March 21, 2018, 
https://earthquake.usgs.gov/learn/glossary/?term=liquefaction. 
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outperformed many reinforced concrete buildings during the major earthquakes in Japan 
and Haiti.22 In an earlier study Langenbach suggested, based on observations, that San 
Francisco’s multi-story URM buildings fared better than one to two story buildings. 
Langenbach associates this with the thickness of lower walls combined with multiple 
levels of cross-walls and diaphragms (floors and roof).23 Another possible solution 
provided by Melvyn Green is that multi-story structures may perform better due to 
“prestress” forces on the lower masonry which engage the plasticity of the mortar. 
Langenbach’s 1989 article in the APT Bulletin says, “the most important attribute of soft 
mortar is that when the mortar strengths are below that of the masonry units, when the 
wall does crack, it does so along the mortar joints, resulting in greater overall stability.”24 
Langenbach believes architects and engineers can design better more resilient buildings 
by understanding the properties of historic URM buildings.  
Robert Stockton’s, “The Great Shock” focused primarily on the effects of the 
earthquake on the built environment. Stockton identifies building failures but also 
highlights some rare successes. Stockton avoids using critical data analysis to determine 
possible causes of the damages, relying instead on the analysis of Captain Dutton and Dr. 
Gabriel Edward Manigault and more recent studies. 25 
In 1999 FEMA published the FEMA 306 paper which outlines ways to evaluate 
earthquake damages in concrete and masonry wall buildings. The paper outlines the 
                                                 
22 Randolph Langenbach, “Was Haiti in 2010 the next Tangshan in 1976” Lecture (ICOMOS Scientific 
Council, Advisory Council, and Executive Committee meetings, Beijing, China, 2012). 
23 Randolph Langenbach, “Bricks, Mortar, and Earthquakes: Historic Preservation vs. Earthquake Safety,” 
APT Bulletin 21, no. 3/4 (1989): 30–43, https://doi.org/10.2307/1504294. 
24 Langenbach. p.39 
25 Stockton, The Great Shock. 
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URM Buildings assessment procedures and provides a damage classification guide for 
determining expected behavior, strengths and capacities. Similar results to the damages 
outlined in the FEMA report occurred in an experiment which constructed a half scale, 
two-story, single wythe, brick building on a shaking table and recorded the results.  
 Cedric D. Fairbanks developed a shear-wave velocity model of the 1886 
earthquake in 2006. Fairbanks used geotechnical data and mapping to estimate wave 
velocity across the Charleston peninsula. Although the report primarily focuses on the 
geotechnical aspect of the earthquake, Fairbanks included the damage statistics 
summarized by Marciano and Elton, and the spatial distribution of damage intensity 
mapped by Robinson and Talwani. Fairbanks concluded that multi-story buildings were 
more affected by the earthquake than one to two story buildings based upon the analysis 
of data provided by the Marciano and Elton study published in the Proceedings of the 
Third US National Conference on Earthquake Engineering.  It is important to note that 
Marciano and Elton concluded that the period movement caused by the earthquake had 
miniscule variance between building heights and that the study included the entries of the 
Parkins and Stewart Report.26 Fairbanks revisited period movement in a second study of 
Charleston buildings which upheld the Marciano and Elton conclusion.27 
South Carolina historians, Walter Edger and Johnathan Poston have briefly 
addressed the 1886 Earthquake in broad histories of Charleston. The most recent work, 
                                                 
26 Cedric Fairbanks, “Shear-Wave Velocity Model of Near-Surface Sediments Site Response and Building 
Damage” (Clemson University, 2006), https://tigerprints.clemson.edu/all_dissertations/19. 
27 Cedric D. Fairbanks et al., “Dynamic Periods and Building Damage at Charleston, South Carolina 
During the 1886 Earthquake,” research-article, http://dx.doi.org/10.1193/1.2980346, July 31, 2012, 
https://doi.org/10.1193/1.2980346. 
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“City of Heroes” by Richard Cote (2007), chronicles the earthquake and Charleston’s 
rapid recovery. Cote draws from statistical data, primary resources, and newspaper 
articles to make his case.28  
Two Master theses of the College of Charleston Environmental Studies 
Department undertook modifying the HAZUS disaster prediction program, developed by 
FEMA, to make damage calculations based on soil mapping. Jeffery Joseph Wright Byers 
Medves conducted the first of these in 2009. His thesis used soil maps from the National 
Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program (NEHRP) to gain more accurate results from the 
HAZUS program. In 2014, Krystle Miner, using the HVRS method, took the refinement 
of HAZUS calculation several steps further by using the results from the Parkins and 
Stewart Report to check the accuracy of the program. Miner also used GIS mapping to 
create a spatial representation of earthquake damages.  
URM buildings can be filled with uncertainties which creates difficulties in 
calibrating and estimating elements. Irregularities that can exist within a URM building 
can range from material properties (ex. mortar or brick compression) to support 
conditions (settling and foundation types).29 Calculating these elements has been dealt 
with mostly by Finite Element (FE) analysis. This uses a combination of conditions, 
simplified geometry, and material properties of isolated elements to calculate strength.30 
                                                 
28 Richard N. Côté, City of Heroes: The Great Charleston Earthquake of 1886, 1st ed., 2nd printing (Mt. 
Pleasant, S.C: Corinthian Books, 2007). 
29 Sezer Atamturktur, “Calibration Under Uncertainty for Finite Element Models of Masonry Monuments” 
(Pennsylvania State University, 2009). p.iii 
30 Mathew J. DeJong, “Seismic Assessment Strategies for Masonry Structures” (MIT, 2009). 
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Other efforts of ensuring structural stability of URM buildings have focused on 
developing reinforcement methods. John Curtis Wylie conducted an experiment which 
used Carbon Fiber Reinforced Polyethylene (CFRP) to strengthen masonry walls. The 
CRFP rods are used in an orthogonal reinforcement pattern and are bedded into the 
mortar. Wylie established positive results for CFRP in an out-of-plane test which used 
airbags as the load source.31  
 Charleston’s character and allure depend heavily upon the conservation of its 
historic buildings. Although the need to ensure the safety of the public by minimizing life 
safety issues is of great importance, excessive and invasive seismic retrofitting can 
damage the historic character and fabric of these buildings. Most deaths in the 1886 
Earthquake were a result of exposure and untreated injuries.32 However, Charleston 
continued to build URM buildings into the twentieth century on the soft soils of artificial 
fill. Charleston’s population density far exceeds that of 1886 making death and injuries 
more likely to occur in a future earthquake.33 It is important to inventory and rank 
Charleston’s URM buildings for occupancy levels based on their seismic safety. This 
inventory would mitigate both loss of life and historic fabric. The results of this thesis 
provide a means to identify potentially hazardous URM buildings and the risk of 
occupying them. Understanding how unreinforced masonry buildings respond to seismic 
events is a first step towards assessing the factors which lead to failures in 1886. 
                                                 
31 John Wylie, “Experimental Testing of Unreinforced Masonry Walls Strengthened with Orthogonal Near-
Surface Mounted CFRP Subjected to Out-of-Plane Loading” (North Carolina State University, 2009). 
32 Stockton, The Great Shock.  p.43 
33 Miner, “Using the Charleston, SC Earthquake of 1886 to Develop New Models for Estimating Future 
Earthquake Damage.” p.6 
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CHAPTER 1: SEISMIC BEHAVIOR IN URM BUILDINGS 
 
To understand the behavior of Unreinforced Masonry (URM) buildings, it is 
important to understand how URM buildings were constructed. To put it simply, URM 
buildings are buildings made of masonry with no reinforcing elements such as steel rebar 
or fiber. Most historic URM buildings do however include timbers interlaid with the 
masonry. During the construction of early historic URM buildings, masons laid bond 
timbers in the center of walls between withes. These timbers would span window and 
door fenestrations to prevent masonry movement as the mortar cured. After the mortar 
set, exposed timber would be cut out, leaving the unexposed portion of the timbers in the 
wall. Wood Lintels would be placed behind jack arches in windows, doorways, and 
fireplace openings. In addition to bond timbers, timbers would periodically replace brick 
courses on the interior withes of a building. Preservationists refer to these timbers as 
nailers, as they were used to nail vertical furring strips for lath and plaster.  
In the context of Charleston, historic URM buildings used a lime-based mortar. 
Lime mortar is significantly weaker in both compression and adhesion than cement 
mortar used today. Lime can be produced from several sources, quarried limestone, 
marble, and oyster shell. Lime is produced by burning limestone or oyster shell, which 
removes carbon dioxide (CO2), resulting in quicklime.  When quicklime is hydrated with 
the addition of water, it becomes slaked lime. As the water evaporates from the slaked 
lime, carbon dioxide returns, hardening the lime. This process is known as carbonation. 
The set time for lime mortar is longer than the time modern mortars. This requires URM 
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buildings to be constructed slowly to allow the mortar to set before adding additional 
courses.34   
 
FIGURE 1 LIME CYCLE (DRAWING BY AUTHOR) 
 
Earlier lime mortar was sourced from oyster shells almost exclusively until the 
1830s.35 In the 1830s, limestone mortar gained popularity as mass produced lime from 
limestone was more readily available. Dr. Gabriel Manigault believe oyster mortar to be 
superior to limestone mortar in binding strength and load capacity and considered this to 
be a contributing factor in the pattern of damages he observed following the 1886 
earthquake. 
                                                 
34 Robert Boynton and Kenneth Gutschick, “Strength Considerations in Mortar and Masonry,” National 
Lime Association, Masonry Mortar Technical Notes #2, 1989. 
35 Dutton, “The Charleston Earthquake of August 31, 1886.” 
16  
 
 
FIGURE 2 TYPICAL URM WALL (DRAWING BY AUTHOR) 
 
 The typical URM system consists of the foundation, wall systems, and 
diaphragms. Solid walls, piers and spandrels make up the wall system surrounding 
windows and doors. Solid walls are large uninterrupted portions of the wall. Piers are 
continuous vertical members that extend from the foundation to the full height of the 
walls and occur laterally to windows and doors. Spandrels are horizontal members that 
span between piers at the occurrence of windows and doors acting as connectors. The 
wall system envelopes the diaphragms (Figure 3).  
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FIGURE 3 FLOOR AND ROOF DIAPHRAGM (DRAWING BY AUTHOR) 
 
Diaphragms run on a horizontal plane perpendicular to the wall systems and more 
commonly referred to as floors and roofs. Floor diaphragms employ joist and floor 
boards. Floor joists sit in joist pockets laid into the URM wall system and floorboards are 
mechanically fastened to the joist perpendicularly. This forms a rigid diaphragm between 
walls. Roof diaphragms function in a similar manner however they may have fewer 
connections.36   
 URM buildings are relatively weak in resistance to seismic force and are subject 
to both in-plane and out-of-plane movement. Small magnitude earthquakes can easily 
                                                 
36 Robert Reitherman and Sue C. Perry, “Unreinforced Masonry Buildings and Earthquakes,” Applied 
Technology Council, FEMA, 2009, https://www.fema.gov/media-library-data/20130726-1728-25045-
2959/femap774.pdf. p.137 
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cause damage to non-structural masonry elements such as parapets, chimneys, and 
gables. These appendages are subject to damage due to their lack of connectivity to the 
structure and lack of reinforcing elements.  
 In-plane movement places stress on the shear resistance of the wall system. These 
forces can exceed the structural capacity of the masonry elements causing several 
different types of failure. 
Pier Rocking: 
 
FIGURE 4 PIER ROCKING (DRAWING BY AUTHOR) 
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 Pier rocking typically occurs near the base of the pier. The damages of 
pier rocking can be relatively stable. More frequent or severe pier rocking can 
lead to the pier overturning, softening, or walking.37 (See Appendix B p.111) 
Bed Joint Sliding: 
 
FIGURE 5 DIAGRAM OF BED JOINT SLIDING (DRAWING BY AUTHOR) 
 
 In bed joint sliding movement occurs on the horizontal mortar joints in 
both piers and solid walls. This behavior can manifest in both horizontal lines or 
stair-stepping.38 In extreme cases upper bricks can move enough to slip off lower 
bricks. Bed joint sliding occurs in piers and spandrels. (See Appendix B p.109) 
Spandrel Cracking: 
                                                 
37 Joe Maffei et al., “Evaluation of EarthquakeDamaged Concrete and Masonry Wall Buildings,” 
Earthquake Spectra 16, no. 1 (February 2000): 263–83, https://doi.org/10.1193/1.1586111. 
38 Maffei et al.p.274 
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FIGURE 6 SPANDREL CRACKING (DRAWING BY AUTHOR) 
 
 During pier rocking spandrels are subjected to shear force. This force can cause 
cracking along mortar joints or in masonry units. (See Appendix B p.134) Spandrel 
damage can cause excessive pier rocking and corner cracking which weakens adjacent 
walls for out-of-plane movement.  
 Out-of-plane movement causes non-structural appendages to fail. This movement 
also cause failure in the wall system due to the dynamic force produced by the floor 
diaphragms. Historically, floor joists sat in pockets with no connection to the walls. 
When out-of-plane seismic force is applied to a wall the wall transfers force into the 
21  
 
joists. Without shear transfer connections in the diaphragm to the adjacent walls, the 
joists then transfer the force of the wall into the opposite wall. The opposite wall, already 
experiencing its own seismic stress, now experiences the force of the first wall. The 
additional force cause by the presence of the diaphragm can push the wall system beyond 
its point of elasticity causing failure. (See Appendix B p.153) 
 Another issue URM buildings have with seismic activity is liquefaction. 
Liquefaction occurs in areas with loosely packed, saturated sand-based soils. Seismic 
activity causes these soils to temporarily assume the properties of quicksand39. As the 
sand grains are moved by shear forces they become more densely packed. The 
liquefaction of soils can produce water fountains and large amounts of settling.  The 
waves that travel through soil can be reverberated in buildings above and the differential 
settlement of soil beneath the building can cause major structural issues.  
 URM buildings perform poorly under seismic stresses. This is in part due to the 
low shear and tension capacities of masonry and in part due to the weight of the masonry 
itself. The dynamic forces of an earthquake use the weight of masonry against its low 
thresholds for tension and shear. Forces in Charleston would typically be between 10-
20% of 1g, which is equivalent to rotating the building 6-12 degrees out of plumb 
repeatedly. Some components can shift and resettle with little damage while other 
components can cause the collapse of the entire building. It is important to identify which 
                                                 
39 T. L. Holzer, T. L. Youd, and T. C. Hanks, “Dynamics of Liquefaction during the 1987 Superstition 
Hills, California, Earthquake on JSTOR,” accessed March 20, 2018, http://www.jstor.org/stable/1703438. 
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URM components will fail so that they can be adequately addressed to minimize life 
safety threats and loss of historic fabric. 
  
23  
 
CHAPTER 2: CHARLESTON’S EARTHQUAKE HAZARD 
 
 The Charleston Earthquake of 1886 is associated with the Middleton-Place 
Summerville seismic zone. 40 The seismic zone is located above a fault known as the 
Woodstock Fault and is a Mesozoic extensional fault of the South Georgia Riff.41 Unlike 
most seismic zones, the Middleton-Place Summerville seismic zone is located above an 
inter-plate fault, meaning it occurs within the boundaries of a tectonic plate as opposed to 
west coast faults which occur at the boundaries of tectonic plates. The Woodstock Fault 
remains active. Small unfelt earthquakes occur frequently in this seismic zone as can be 
observed on the USGS Earthquake Hazards Program website (earthquake.usgs.gov).  
 Seismic effects on Charleston building are not limited to the Woodstock Fault. 
Earthquakes from surrounding regions have had identifiable impacts on Charleston’s 
buildings. The most recently recorded building damages attributable to seismic activity 
occurred during the 2011 Virginia earthquake.  
                                                 
40 Pradeep Talwani and Inmaculada Dura-Gomez, “Finding Faults in the Charleston Area, South Carolina: 
2. Complementary Data” (University of South Carolina, 2009), p.3 
https://www.seis.sc.edu/projects/SCSN/history/Publications/findingFaults_2_2009.pdf. 
41 Hardy, “Hypocenter Location and Focal Mechanism Solutions of Earthquakes in the Epicentral Area of 
the 1886 Charleston, South Carolina Earthquake.” p.2 
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FIGURE 7 112 WENTWORTH CRACKS FROM 2011 VIRGINIA EARTHQUAKE (PHOTO 
BY AUTHOR) 
 
 The 2011 Virginia earthquake registered with a magnitude of 5.8 on the Modified 
Mercalli Scale. Following the earthquake, Craig Bennett of Bennett Preservation 
Engineering observed a large crack in the rear of 112 Wentworth Street in downtown 
Charleston (Figure 7). The crack is a result of differential settlement in the rear of the 
building. 
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FIGURE 8 BENNETT PRESERVATION ENGINEERING PHOTO OF GRACE CHURCH 
CRACK MONITOR42 
 
Next door to 112 Wentworth, a significant amount of delamination occurred between 
the brick wythes in the walls of Grace Church. As can be seen in Figure 8, the crack 
monitor tied to a through-wall rod, moved approximately 5mm in a few hours after the 
Mineral, Virginia Earthquake of 2011. Upon inspecting the monitor, Bennett determined 
that the bond timber seen in Figure 9 had not moved in relation to the outer wythe of 
brick, but that the brick wythe behind the bond timber had moved.  The delamination in 
the clearstory wall called for the church to be closed for repairs which took nearly one 
year to complete.  
                                                 
42 Craig Bennett. Bennett Preservation Engineering PC 
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FIGURE 9 BENNETT PRESERVATION ENGINEERING FIELD NOTES OF GRACE 
CHURCH WALL DELAMINATION 2007, 43 
 
                                                 
43 Craig Bennett. Bennett Preservation Engineering PC 
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Liquefaction commonly occurs during seismic events in regions with granular 
soils in low elevation regions. The dynamic vibration of the soil causes rapid settling and 
also causes the solid soil to behave as a semi-liquid. The movement of the soil 
reverberates in the buildings above and cause differential settlement in foundations which 
can lead to building failure.44 The Charleston peninsula consists of mostly low lying 
granular soils as show in Figure 13.  
Even if the Woodstock Fault does not produce significant seismic activity in the 
future, Charleston’s built environment is proven to be vulnerable to earthquakes that may 
occur in neighboring regions. The potential of liquefaction, being high in the area, along 
with the presence of unreinforced masonry buildings increases the potential hazards in 
the Charleston area.  
  
                                                 
44 South Carolina Emergency Management Division, South Carolina Earthquake Guide, accessed March 
16, 2018, http://scearthquakes.cofc.edu/pdf/EQGuide2012.pdf. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
Previous studies on the effects of the 1886 Earthquake on the built environment of 
Charleston used the Parkins and Stewart Survey as a primary source of data. The Parkins 
and Stewart Survey contains nearly 7,000 entries and documents a building’s street 
address, sheet and block number in the 1884 Sanborn Map, construction materials, roof, 
dimensions, wall conditions, and chimney conditions. The Parkins and Stewart survey is 
the most comprehensive data set documenting building damage in Charleston. However, 
the survey does not include the level of detail needed to adequately analyze damage. The 
survey documents wall conditions using a rough scale consisting of the terms “good, 
cracked, badly cracked, top part down, and down”. This provides little insight into the 
damages now documented as spandrel failure, pier rocking, or bed joint sliding which 
help in identifying severity of damage. In order to gain a greater understanding of 
building damages and bring new insight to the subject, this thesis will analyze the 
photographic documentation of Earthquake damages known as “Cook’s Earthquake 
Views.”  
Most photographs from the collection include captions containing information 
about the occupant of the building or the street where the building sits. Through this 
information the Charleston Museum has been able to identify the location of many 
buildings using the Charleston, SC City Directory. Unfortunately, not all of the 
photograph location could be determined using this method. The remaining photos in the 
collection were not paired with addresses. The location of these photographs had to be 
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determined by analyzing the structures captured in the photographs and identifying them 
through the 1884 Charleston Sanborn Map, the 1882 Charleston Block Platt Map, the 
1885 Charleston City Yearbook, and site visits.  
 This analysis is recorded in a Microsoft Access database and include date of 
construction, soil, building type, presence of pattress plates, bond pattern and the damage 
intensity ratings from the photo analysis. Microsoft Access enables the database to be 
quickly sorted and exported to an Excel file or Word document. The data can be 
converted into a form view as seen in Appendix B. 
Documenting date of construction aids in establishing trends in building resilience 
due to construction techniques and material popularity in construction eras. Dr. Gabriel 
Manigault, mentioned earlier, noted that oyster sourced lime mortar proved to be more 
resilient than limestone sourced mortar. The change in mortar occurred in 1834 but was 
introduced widely in Charleston following the fire of 1838.45  
Dr. Manigault observed that some brick bonds performed better than others in the 
earthquake.46 English and Flemish bonds appeared to be more resistant to the violent 
forces experienced during the shock than American bond. English and Flemish bonds 
require skilled labor and involve numerous overlapping mortar joints. Brick bonds will be 
categorized in to five fields, Flemish bond, English bond, American bond (3 and 1, 5and 
1, 7 and 1, and 9 and 1), stuccoed masonry, and stone. The entries with recognizable 
                                                 
45 Dutton, “The Charleston Earthquake of August 31, 1886.” 
46 Dutton. 
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brick bond patterns with be analyzed to test Manigault’s observations of brick bond 
behavior in general and on the three major soils of the Charleston peninsula.   
 
FIGURE 10 FLEMISH BOND EXAMPLE (DRAWING BY AUTHOR) 
 
FIGURE 11 ENGLISH BOND EXAMPLE (DRAWING BY AUTHOR) 
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FIGURE 12 AMERICAN BOND 5 AND 1 EXAMPLE (DRAWING BY AUTHOR) 
 
The Charleston Peninsula consists of both low-lying land and infill. As the city 
grew, space became scarce and the city began filling the surrounding marshes and creek 
beds to build upon. Many of these areas were used as landfills and were developed as 
they became stable enough for construction. Because these areas consist of lightly packed 
soils and debris they are highly susceptible to liquefaction. Buildings located on 
liquefaction areas usually sustain substantial damage.  
The USGS Surficial Geology Map of the Charleston Region indicates the 
Charleston Peninsula consists of three major soil types: barrier island sand (Figure 13; 
Green), beach to barrier island sand (Figure 13; Yellow), and artificial fill (Figure 13; 
Red). In the database these soils are represented on a scale of 1-3 respectively. Figure 13 
uses the 1884 Sanborn map overlaid with data from the Surficial Geological Map of the 
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Charleston Region from 2014. This map allows buildings to be placed on the 1884 
Sanborn Map, revealing their surficial soil composition while also showing the how the 
peninsula has expanded since the 1880s. This field helps to determine how URM 
buildings behave on different soils, most importantly artificial fill. Artificial fill is the 
most susceptible Charleston soil to liquefaction.  This focus is particular important 
because following the 1886 earthquake, Charleston rebuilt many of its URM buildings 
and continued to build URM buildings until the 1940s.  
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FIGURE 13 1884 SANBORN MAP OVERLAID WITH USGS SOIL DATA 
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Buildings constructed today are built to a set of standards that correspond with 
their intended use. Although historically there has not been an International Building 
Code (IBC), buildings were constructed differently according to their intended use. The 
purpose of including a typology of the buildings in the database is to establish a 
difference in the resilience of design between public, domestic, and commercial design.  
 Tie rods and Pattress plates, commonly referred to by Charlestonians as 
“earthquake bolts”, are an early form of masonry reinforcement. Buildings employing 
pattress plates at the time of the 1886 Earthquake remained largely unreinforced and are 
still included within the scope of this thesis. Including a field to document pattress plates 
in the database may help validate the effectiveness of pattress plates and tie rods as 
shoring for URM buildings.   
 The database includes one field of damage measurement. The damage 
measurement scale has been created strictly for this thesis. This damage scale, henceforth 
referred to as the Lyles Scale, rates buildings on a scale of 1-3. A building with a rating 
of 1 may have experience minor losses such as the collapse of gables or chimneys or 
experienced minor cracking or pier rocking. A build with a rating of 2 may have the 
aforementioned damages along with pier, spandrel or wall failure but remained 50% 
intact or more. Any buildings where less than 50%  of the original structure remains falls 
under damage rating 3. Buildings that involve damages that require partial deconstruction 
of the structure to a point of less than 50%  of the original building remaining also rate as 
a damage of 3.  
35  
The variables recorded in the data set will be used to conduct pattern analysis based 
on the damage intensity. The results of this analysis may produce results with predictive 
value for disaster planning and mitigation.  
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS 
 
This chapter presents analysis on a sample of 100 buildings damaged in the 1886 
earthquake and documented in a collection of photos known as Cook’s Earthquake 
Views. The sample buildings spread across an area bounded north by Amherst Street, 
south by the Battery, and east and west by the Cooper and Ashley Rivers respectively. 
The sample buildings are divided among all three major soil types, featuring three 
popular brick bonds, and range in construction from the late eighteenth century to the late 
nineteenth century. The charts indicate the strengths and weaknesses of brick bond, 
building orientation, construction date, soil, and building type.  
The Parkins and Stewart Survey reveals Charleston contained more than 6,000 
buildings when the 1886 earthquake occurred. The dataset assembled for this analysis 
contains 100 buildings. These 100 buildings were selected from Volume 1 of Cook’s 
Earthquake Views on the basis of image clarity and the certainty that  damages show in 
the images could be attributed to the earthquake, not fire and demolition. A large majority 
of Cook’s Earthquake Views Volume 2 was omitted due to the time interval between the 
earthquake and the photography campaign. Damage seen in Volume 2 could exhibit 
outside interference through repairs or further demolition.  The results of the analysis do 
however reveal patterns in how unreinforced masonry responds to seismic loads.  
BUILDING TYPE 
 Adding the field of Building Type allowed for interpretation of the design 
resiliency incorporated into different types of buildings. This data can shed light on what 
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types of buildings were given the most attention in design and construction. Public 
buildings include educational facilities, government buildings, and religious buildings. 
These buildings fared the best, likely because they were intended to be permanent 
structures and were robustly designed. Residential buildings followed closely behind but 
commercial buildings fared the worst. Perhaps eighteenth and nineteenth century culture 
held the value of the residence over that of revenue producing buildings.  
 
FIGURE 14 AVERAGE BUILDING DAMAGE BY BUILDING TYPE 
 
SOIL TYPE 
 The distribution of damage across soil type shows that buildings fared slightly 
better on barrier island sand than beach sand or artificial fill. The data is reasonably 
proportional to the land distribution seen in Figure 13. Buildings occurred more 
commonly on more stable, high ground, as characterized by barrier island sand. 
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FIGURE 15 AVERAGE DAMAGE BY SOIL TYPE 
BRICK BOND 
The most significant finding of this analysis is correlation of damage to brick 
bond. As seen in Figure 16, American Bond is more susceptible to damage than both 
English and Flemish Bond. This data coincides with the observations Dr. Gabriel 
Manigault made immediately following the Earthquake. Figure 16 also reveals that 
English Bond buildings fared slightly better than buildings made with Flemish Bond. 
Although there are only eleven entries for English Bond in the database this category is 
anticipated to grow as more discoveries are made regarding the brick bonds of buildings 
currently listed under “Stuccoed Masonry”. Five of the eleven English Bond Buildings 
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were constructed for public use and twelve public buildings remain in the “Stuccoed 
Masonry” category.  
 
 
FIGURE 16 DAMAGE OF BRICK BONDS 
 
 Being that English and Flemish Bond use predates American Bond these bonds 
may use shell lime mortar and occur more in older, more geologically stable areas of the 
city where as American Bonds may occur more on “made” land.  From Figure 18 we can 
determine that buildings constructed on artificial fill may have a higher likelihood of 
being American Bond. 
 American Bond does, however have a significantly higher rate of failure on 
Barrier Island Sand than either English or Flemish bond. Barrier Island Sand is 
considered to be the most stable Charleston soil and is referred to in the Dutton USGS 
report as “high ground”.  
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As seen in  Figure 13 there are relatively few Beach Sand deposits on the 
Charleston Peninsula. The scarcity of Beach Sand deposits severely limited data for this 
category and not enough entries were obtained to make accurate interpretation of the 
results. Interestingly, American Bond seems to have been more resilient than Flemish 
bond on this particular soil.  
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FIGURE 17 DAMAGE OF BRICK BOND BY SOIL 
 
 
FIGURE 18 BRICK BOND DISTRIBUTION OVER SOILS 
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BUILDING ORIENTATION 
 Figure 19 reveals that east-west oriented buildings received more damage than 
north-south or square buildings. East-west buildings likely failed more due to their 
orientation to the earthquake’s epicenter. Seismic waves traveling north to south intersect 
the broad walls of east-west oriented buildings causing out of plane deformations which 
can quickly lead to failure. Because masonry is weak in resisting shear, the forces enacted 
on the short walls of an east-west oriented building experiencing north-south P-waves47 
can exceed the shear capacity of the wall, causing failure. Orientation to the epicenter of 
an earthquake is circumstantial and it can be assumed that P-waves traveling east-west 
would have similar results on north-south oriented URM buildings.  
 
FIGURE 19 BUILDING DAMAGE BY ORIENTATION 
 
                                                 
47 P-wave: a seismic wave causing back and forth movement.  
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Figure 20 shows a lack of variation in damage distribution over artificial fill. This 
uniformity of damage may be evidence of the magnitude of liquefaction in artificial fill 
regions. Perhaps artificial fill is an area in which regardless of orientation buildings fail 
due to the amplified seismic activity.  
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FIGURE 20 BUILDING DAMAGE BY SOIL TYPE AND ORIENTATION 
 
 
FIGURE 21 SOIL AND ORIENTATION TOTALS 
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CONSTRUCTION DATE 
 By sorting the data by soil and comparing the average date of construction we can 
determine that most of the buildings documented on Artificial Fill were much newer than 
those documented on other soils.  
 
FIGURE 22 CONSTRUCTION DATE AVERAGE BY SOIL TYPE 
 
Damage seems to correlate more with the quantity of buildings built in an era 
rather than the era itself. The most consistent era of building development spans from 
approximately 1820 to 1860. This era also includes the highest average damages. 
According to Dr. Gabriel Manigault, American Bond did not arrive in Charleston until 
after the Fire of 1838. American Bond buildings suffered higher levels of damage than 
other bonds and may explain the rise in average damage during this era. 
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 Manigault also notes that the use of oyster sourced lime mortar declines in this 
period, and Figure 23 may provide evidence that the mortar used in this period is weaker 
than oyster sourced lime.  
 
FIGURE 23 AVERAGE DAMAGE BY CONSTRUCTION DATE 
 
 
FIGURE 24 TALLY OF BUILDING BY CONSTRUCTION DATE 
 
 Figure 25 shows that by 1830 English Bond had seemingly been replaced by 
American Bond. It is unclear if there are English Bond buildings in the data set that were 
constructed after 1830, as there are 15 buildings constructed after 1830 remaining in the 
“Stuccoed Masonry” category, meaning that brick bond could not be determined from the 
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photographs in Cook’s collection. Most churches constructed prior to the 1830s were 
build using English Bond however both Grace Church Cathedral (1848) and St. Mary’s 
Catholic Church (1838) were constructed with American Bond. 
 
FIGURE 25 AVERAGE DAMAGE OF BRICK BONDS BY CONSTRUCTION DATE 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
CONCLUSION 
 Evidence of liquefaction in artificial fill soil can be noted in Figure 18 and Figure 
20 in the uniformity of damage across categories that have large degrees of variance on 
other soils.  
 English Bond appears to be the most stable of the three brick bonds examined and 
this statistic may improve. As previously stated, a large portion of the buildings in the 
database known to be built with English Bond are public buildings. Currently the brick 
bond of 13 public buildings remain unidentified, eight of which stand today. All of the 
remaining buildings were constructed prior to the known introduction of American Bond 
to Charleston in the 1840s and will likely be constructed with English Bond as well.  
 Results also conclude that a building’s orientation to the epicenter of an 
earthquake affects the likelihood of damage. The next earthquake may not occur within 
the same epicenter, focus, or fault. Seismic waves could potentially originate from any 
direction and we should not rely on a build’s orientation to ensure its survival. 
Rectangular buildings, regardless of orientation, should be reinforced along the broad 
walls to increase seismic resistance.  
 Analysis concludes that URM buildings constructed after 1830 are weaker in 
resisting seismic forces. In addition to being weaker, these buildings are predominately 
located on artificial fill.  
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As can be observed in Figure 17 and Figure 20, buildings located on artificial fill 
are nearly uniformly damaged regardless of orientation or brick bond.  
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Currently the SC Emergency Operation Plan (EOP) estimates that 500-1000 
individuals will be killed instantly in the event of a large magnitude earthquake, largely 
due to unreinforced masonry buildings and unsecured furnishings in buildings that meet 
seismic code. The Charleston County Risk Assessment lists the probability of an 
earthquake as high, the same level as hurricane and flooding occurrences. The plan states 
that specific attention will be given to “all structures in the densely populated areas” in 
the event of an earthquake. 48 
This plan may be a starting point for dispersing Search and Rescue to “structures 
in the densely populated areas” however more thorough research is needed to create an 
effective earthquake disaster plan for Charleston. The post-earthquake geography of 
Charleston will be difficult to navigate. Bridges, roads and rail lines will be compromised 
and possibly impassible from either damage or obstruction. Underground pipes such as 
watermains and gas lines will be ruptured along with widespread power outages and fire. 
Thousands of people will be cut off from emergency services without adequate planning 
in advance.   
48 “Charleston County Government 2016 Emergency Operations Plan” (Charleston County, South Carolina, 
2016), https://www.charlestoncounty.org/departments/emergency-management/files/EOP.pdf. 
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 Seattle, Washington, similarly to Charleston, has found that some of its soil is 
highly subject to ground failure in the event of an earthquake. These areas are artificial 
fill built on top riverine mudflats. In 2013 a number of surveys was compiled to 
collectively identifying nearly 4,300 potential unreinforced masonry buildings in the city. 
Parallel to the database, the city developed a system for weighing life-safety-attributes 
with the historic value of buildings. The hope of this research is to develop a 
prioritization tool to ensure the safety of Seattle’s citizens while preserving its historic 
unreinforced masonry buildings.49 
 The next step in developing an effective earthquake disaster plan for Charleston is 
to compile an inventory of its unreinforced masonry buildings. Using the findings from 
this research, the inventory can adequately identify potentially hazardous buildings and 
prioritize building use based on this knowledge. This database should include, brick 
bond, orientation, date of construction, and soil type. By prioritizing building usage based 
on life safety issues Charleston can minimize invasive seismic retrofitting in buildings of 
significant historic value by restricting building use. This ensures that the general public 
only has access to more stable buildings.  
 This thesis identifies commercial URM buildings, such as those located in the 
shopping district of King Street, are among the most endangered buildings, particularly 
those built after the 1830s or built using an American Bond pattern. These buildings often 
lack ample shear walls to resist seismic activity. King Street’s buildings are oriented east 
                                                 
49 Manish Chalana and Jeana C. Wiser, “Integrating Preservation and Hazard Mitigation for Unreinforced 
Masonry Buildings in Seattle,” Association for Preservation Technology International, APT Bulletin: The 
Journal of Preservation Technology, 44 (2013): 43–51. 
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to west, meaning they would be subject heavily subject to out-of-plane movement in the 
event of an earthquake produced by the Woodstock Fault.  
Charleston currently does not have a façade ordinance requiring routine façade 
inspections. Corrosion resistant and non-corrosion resistant façade connectors and 
fasteners can become fatigued over time and lead to failure. Considering the age of 
façades in Charleston, some of the stone façades of King Street may be a small vibration 
away from detaching. Considering this region can be densely occupied periodically 
throughout the day by both locals and tourists, it is the city’s duty to enact policies that 
protect the people of Charleston and its visitors from the life safety issues that occur 
during an earthquake. Other US cities have realized the dangers presented by façade 
failure and effectively issued inspection ordinances. Pittsburg requires all façades be 
inspected every five years regardless of building height or age.  In addition to Chicago’s 
ordinance for high rise façade inspection it also requires buildings fifty years and older to 
have façade inspection every five years.  
 In addition to building use regulations, combining an unreinforced masonry 
building inventory of Charleston with GIS mapping would allow disaster planners to 
coordinate and direct resources to areas likely to be affected in the event of an earthquake 
based on magnitude and origin. Charleston is unprepared for a large magnitude 
earthquake. With its citizens and the buildings which anchor the city to its history at 
stake, the city’s leaders should act promptly to ensure the city is prepared for the next 
great shock. 
  
52  
53  
 
APPENDICIES 
 
 
 
  
54  
 
APPENDIX A: RAW EARTHQUAKE DATA 
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Street N
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Bond 
Building Type 
Lyles Dam
age 
Building 
O
rientation 
Soil 
Patress Plates 
Built 
Cooks Photo 
N
um
ber 
Cook’s Photo 
Description 
Cordt 
Dieckhoff 
House 
126  Alexander  Stuccoed Masonry  Residential  2 
East‐
West  1     1867  85  Chapel Street 
The 
Presqu'ile 
House 
2  Amherst  English Bond Brick  Residential  1  Square  3     1802  84 
Corner of Bay 
and Amherst 
Streets 
Unitarian 
Church  4  Archdale 
Stuccoed 
Masonry  Public  1 
East‐
West  1     1787  14 
Unitarian Church 
no. 14 and 15 
No 5. Engine 
House     Archdale 
Stuccoed 
Masonry  Public  1 
East‐
West  1     1867  35 
No.5 Engine 
House 
William 
Courtenay 
House 
95  Ashley  Stuccoed Masonry  Residential  1 
East‐
West  2     1852  90 
Residence, 
Mayor 
Courtenay 
George W. 
Williams 
House 
2  Atlantic  Stuccoed Masonry  Residential  2 
East‐
West  2    
 
67  G W. Williams, Jr. Atlantic St. 
   68  Beaufain  American Bond Brick  Residential  2 
North‐
South  3    
 
58 
Residence of J. 
Forrest Greer, 
Beaufain St. 
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N
um
ber 
Cook’s Photo 
Description 
B Pressley 
Smith House  88  Beaufain 
Stuccoed 
Masonry  Residential  2 
East‐
West  2  x  57 
Beaufain Street, 
B. Pressley Smith
Residence
William 
Robb House  12  Bee 
Flemish 
Bond Brick  Residential  1  Square  1    1858  55 
Major R. C 
Gilchrist, Bee St. 
2  Broad  Stuccoed Masonry  Commercial  2 
North‐
South  2 21 
Broad Street, 
North side 
4  Broad  Stuccoed Masonry  Commercial  1 
North‐
South  1 21 
Broad Street, 
North side 
6  Broad  Stuccoed Masonry  Commercial  1 
North‐
South  1 21 
Broad Street, 
North Side 
15  Broad  Stuccoed Masonry  Commercial  1 
North‐
South  1    1815  22 
Broad Street, 
South side 
17  Broad  Stuccoed Masonry  Commercial  1 
North‐
South  1    1848  22 
Broad Street, 
South side 
Post and 
Courier (Bar 
Normandy) 
19  Broad  English Bond Brick  Commercial  1 
North‐
South  1    1817  22 
Broad Street, 
South side 
21  Broad  English Bond Brick  Commercial  1 
North‐
South  1    1820  22 
Broad Street, 
South side 
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   23  Broad  English Bond Brick  Commercial  1 
North‐
South  1     1786  22 
Broad Street, 
South side 
   25  Broad  Stuccoed Masonry  Commercial  2 
North‐
South  1        22 
Broad Street, 
South side 
   27  Broad  Stuccoed Masonry  Commercial  2 
North‐
South  1        22 
Broad Street, 
South side 
   58  Broad  Flemish Bond Brick  Commercial  1 
North‐
South  1     1800  23 
Confederate 
Home 
Confederate 
Home  60  Broad 
Flemish 
Bond Brick  Public  1 
North‐
South  1     1800  23 
Confederate 
Home 
St. Michael's 
Church  71  Broad 
English 
Bond Brick  Public  2 
East‐
West  1     1760  1 
St. Michael's 
Church showing 
Cracks 
City Hall  80  Broad  Stuccoed Masonry  Public  1  Square  1     1800  36 
Court House, 
City Hall, and 
Fireproof 
Building 
58  
 
Com
m
on N
am
e 
Street N
um
ber 
Street 
Bond 
Building Type 
Lyles Dam
age 
Building 
O
rientation 
Soil 
Patress Plates 
Built 
Cooks Photo 
N
um
ber 
Cook’s Photo 
Description 
Police Head 
Quarters 
(The Guard 
House) 
83  Broad  Stuccoed Masonry  Public  1 
North‐
South  1     1838  7 
Main Station 
House 
Court House  84  Broad  Stuccoed Masonry  Public  1 
East‐
West  1     1753  36 
Court House, 
City Hall, and 
Fireproof 
Building 
Thomas 
Pinckney 
House 
114  Broad  Flemish Bond Brick  Residential  1 
North‐
South  1     1829  40 
Bishop Northrup 
House 
  
8 
(12)  Broad 
Stuccoed 
Masonry  Commercial  1 
North‐
South  1     1783  21 
Broad Street, 
north Side 
John C. 
Simons 
House 
43  bull  Stuccoed Masonry  Residential  1 
North‐
South  3     1850  98 
Residence in Bull 
Street 
Warrington 
Dawson  99  Bull 
Stuccoed 
Masonry  Residential  1 
East‐
West  3     1854  97 
Residence Capt. 
Dawson 
Engine 
House No. 1  8  Chalmers 
Stuccoed 
Masonry  Commercial  2 
North‐
South  1     1851  161  Chalmers St 
59  
 
Com
m
on N
am
e 
Street N
um
ber 
Street 
Bond 
Building Type 
Lyles Dam
age 
Building 
O
rientation 
Soil 
Patress Plates 
Built 
Cooks Photo 
N
um
ber 
Cook’s Photo 
Description 
Gas Works     Charlotte  American Bond Brick  Commercial  3 
East‐
West  3     1847  34  Gas Works 
Snowden 
House  15  Church 
Flemish 
Bond Brick  Residential  2 
East‐
West  2     1842  71 
Mrs. M A 
Snowden, 
Church Street 
First Baptist 
Church  61  Church 
English 
Bond Brick  Public  1 
East‐
West  1     1819  76 
First Baptist 
Church Front 
French 
Huguenot 
Church 
136  Church  Stuccoed Masonry  Public  1 
East‐
West  1     1844  96 
Huguenot 
Church 
St. Philips  142  Church  Flemish Bond Brick  Public  2 
East‐
West  1     1836  3 
St. Philip's 
Church 
      Church  Stuccoed Masonry  Residential  2 
East‐
West  1        94 
Ruins of Church 
Street 
Cathedral of 
St. Luke and 
St. Paul 
126  Coming  English Bond Brick  Public  1 
East‐
West  1     1810  17  St. Paul's Church 
60  
 
Com
m
on N
am
e 
Street N
um
ber 
Street 
Bond 
Building Type 
Lyles Dam
age 
Building 
O
rientation 
Soil 
Patress Plates 
Built 
Cooks Photo 
N
um
ber 
Cook’s Photo 
Description 
Seafoam 
Prepared 
Flour Mill 
Storage 
18  Cumberland  Stuccoed Masonry  Commercial  2  Square  1    
 
30 
Corner East Bay 
and Cumberland 
Streets 
John Ravenel 
House  5  East Battery 
Stuccoed 
Masonry  Residential  2 
East‐
West  3     1843  64 
St. Julian 
Ravenel, East 
Battery 
William 
Ravenel 
House 
13  East Battery  Flemish Bond Brick  Residential  2 
East‐
West  3     1845  62 
Wm Ravenel 
House East 
Battery 
Holmes 
Mansion  19  East Battery 
Stuccoed 
Masonry  Residential  1 
East‐
West  2     1813  65 
______ Holmes , 
East Battery 
Edmondston‐
Alston House  21  East Battery 
Stuccoed 
Masonry  Residential  1 
East‐
West  2     1828  66 
______ Alston 
House, East 
Battery 
   118  East Bay  American Bond Brick  Commercial  1 
North‐
South  1     1840  82  East Bay Street 
Old 
Exchange 
Building 
122  East Bay  Flemish Bond Brick  Public  1 
North‐
South  1     1771  10 
Post office 
Building 
61  
Com
m
on N
am
e 
Street N
um
ber 
Street 
Bond 
Building Type 
Lyles Dam
age 
Building 
O
rientation 
Soil 
Patress Plates 
Built 
Cooks Photo 
N
um
ber 
Cook’s Photo 
Description 
U.S. Custom 
House  200  East Bay 
Stone 
Veneered 
Brick 
Public  1  East‐West  3    1853  9 
United States 
Custom House 
201  East Bay  American Bond Brick  Commercial  3 
East‐
West  1 30 
Corner East Bay 
and Cumberland 
Streets 
203  East Bay  American Bond Brick  Commercial  2 
East‐
West  1 30 
Corner East Bay 
and Cumberland 
Streets 
205  East Bay  American Bond Brick  Commercial  1 
East‐
West  1 30 
Corner East Bay 
and Cumberland 
Streets 
East Bay  American Bond Brick  Residential  1 
East‐
West  2 31 
Tenement 
Houses East Bay 
116‐
114  East Bay 
English 
Bond Brick  Commercial  1 
North‐
South  1    1800  82  East Bay Street 
7  Exchange  American Bond Brick  Commercial  2  Square  3 28  Exchange Street 
9  Exchange  Flemish Bond Brick  Commercial  1 
North‐
South  3 28  Exchange Street 
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Com
m
on N
am
e 
Street N
um
ber 
Street 
Bond 
Building Type 
Lyles Dam
age 
Building 
O
rientation 
Soil 
Patress Plates 
Built 
Cooks Photo 
N
um
ber 
Cook’s Photo 
Description 
Randolph 
Hall  65  George 
English 
Bond Brick  Public  1 
East‐
West  1     1828  129 
Charleston 
College Both 
wings gone No. 
129 
Randolph 
Hall Wings  65  George 
American 
Bond Brick  Public  3 
East‐
West  1     1850  129 
Charleston 
College Both 
wings gone No. 
129 
Benjamin 
Smith House  64  Hasell 
Stuccoed 
Masonry  Residential  1  Square  1  x  1843  61 
Mrs. B D Lazarus 
Hasel St. 
St Mary's  95  Hasell  American Bond Brick  Public  1 
North‐
South  1     1839  79  St Mary's Church 
Charleston 
Bagging 
Company 
Gas Powered 
11  Hayne  American Bond Brick  Commercial  3 
North‐
South  1    
 
27 
Charleston Bag 
Factory, ruins of 
three large 
buildings 
   114  King  American Bond Brick  Commercial  3 
East‐
West  1        20 
King Street, 
above Broad 
   116  King  Stuccoed Masonry  Commercial  2 
East‐
West  1        20 
King Street, 
Above Broad 
63  
 
Com
m
on N
am
e 
Street N
um
ber 
Street 
Bond 
Building Type 
Lyles Dam
age 
Building 
O
rientation 
Soil 
Patress Plates 
Built 
Cooks Photo 
N
um
ber 
Cook’s Photo 
Description 
   120  King  American Bond Brick  Residential  3 
East‐
West  1        20 
King Street, 
above Broad 
   483  King  Flemish Bond Brick  Commercial  3 
East‐
West  1       
19 
King Street 
Corner Warren 
No. 19 
   485  King  American Bond Brick  Commercial  3 
East‐
West  1  x    
19 
King Street 
Corner Warren 
No. 19 
      King  Flemish Bond Brick  Residential  2 
East‐
West  2        93 
No. 11 King 
Street 
Martha 
Laurens 
Roper House 
7  Legare  Stuccoed Masonry  Residential  2 
East‐
West  3       
91 
Brawley House 
Logan St 
(Legare) 
Anthony 
Toomer 
House 
17  Legare  Flemish Bond Brick  Residential  2 
East‐
West  2     1797  70 
E. B. Hume, 
Legare Street 
White‐
Williman 
House 
25  Legare  Stuccoed Masonry  Residential  2 
East‐
West  2  x  1840  92 
25 Logan Street 
(Legare) 
64  
 
Com
m
on N
am
e 
Street N
um
ber 
Street 
Bond 
Building Type 
Lyles Dam
age 
Building 
O
rientation 
Soil 
Patress Plates 
Built 
Cooks Photo 
N
um
ber 
Cook’s Photo 
Description 
Old 
Charleston 
Jail 
21  Magazine  English Bond Brick  Public  1 
East‐
West  1     1802  37  Jail 
   242  Market  Stuccoed Masonry  Commercial  2 
North‐
South  3        24 
Market Street, 
North side 
Sailors Home  421  Market  Flemish Bond Brick  Public  2  Square  3  x  1820  24 
Market Street, 
North side & 
Sailors' Home 
      Market  Stuccoed Masonry  Commercial  2 
North‐
South  3        75 
Cosgrove house 
Market street 
The Pringle 
Smith House  26  Meeting 
Flemish 
Bond Brick  Residential  2 
East‐
West  2     1822  59 
Pringle Smith, 
Meeting St 
Old St. 
Michael's 
Rectory 
39  Meeting  Flemish Bond Brick  Residential  2 
East‐
West  2     1767  60 
J M Wilson 
Meeting St 
U.S. 
Courthouse  47  Meeting 
Stuccoed 
Masonry  Public  3 
East‐
West  1       
8 
United States 
Court House 
Meeting Street 
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Com
m
on N
am
e 
Street N
um
ber 
Street 
Bond 
Building Type 
Lyles Dam
age 
Building 
O
rientation 
Soil 
Patress Plates 
Built 
Cooks Photo 
N
um
ber 
Cook’s Photo 
Description 
First Scots 
Church  53  Meeting 
Stuccoed 
Masonry  Public  1 
East‐
West  1     1814  16 
First 
Presbyterian 
Church No. 16 & 
No. 99 
Hibernian 
Hall  105  Meeting 
Stuccoed 
Masonry  Public  1 
East‐
West  1     1840  32  Hibernian Hall 
   119  Meeting  American Bond Brick  Commercial  2 
East‐
West  3     139  119 Meeting 
Charleston 
Hotel  200  Meeting 
American 
Bond Brick  Commercial  1  Square  3     1839  11 
Charleston 
Hotel* 
Old Citadel  337  Meeting  Stuccoed Masonry  Public  1 
East‐
West  1     1829  12  Citadel Academy 
Second 
Presbyterian 
Church 
342  Meeting  Stuccoed Masonry  Public  1 
East‐
West  1     1811  81  Flinn's Church 
Wither's 
House  351  Meeting 
Flemish 
Bond Brick  Residential  1 
North‐
South  1        38 
Rear of bagging 
factory 
66  
Com
m
on N
am
e 
Street N
um
ber 
Street 
Bond 
Building Type 
Lyles Dam
age 
Building 
O
rientation 
Soil 
Patress Plates 
Built 
Cooks Photo 
N
um
ber 
Cook’s Photo 
Description 
Charleston 
Bagging 
Company 
Warehouse 
353  Meeting  American Bond Brick  Commercial  1 
North‐
South  1    1878  38 
Rear of Bagging 
Factory 
Colored 
School House  Meeting 
Stuccoed 
Masonry  Public  2 
East‐
West  1    1851  39 
Colored School 
House, Meeting 
Street 
Henry's 
Tavern  52 
North 
Market 
Stuccoed 
Masonry  Commercial  2 
North‐
South  3    1850  72 
Twisted Chimney 
Market Street 
Henry's 
Tavern  54 
North 
Market 
American 
Bond Brick  Commercial  2 
North‐
South  3    1850  72 
Twisted 
Chimney, 
Market Street 
0  Prioleau  American Bond Brick  Commercial  3 
East‐
West  3    1880  191 
Prioleau Street 
60 days After 
38  Prioleau  Stuccoed Masonry  Commercial  3 
North‐
South  3 73 
View on Prioleau 
Street 
67  
 
Com
m
on N
am
e 
Street N
um
ber 
Street 
Bond 
Building Type 
Lyles Dam
age 
Building 
O
rientation 
Soil 
Patress Plates 
Built 
Cooks Photo 
N
um
ber 
Cook’s Photo 
Description 
      Prioleau  English Bond Brick  Commercial  2 
East‐
West  3    
  
74 
Wreck in rear of 
Post Office 
Showing shell 
hole made 
during the war 
   16  queen  Stuccoed Masonry  Residential  2 
North‐
South  1        110 
View on Queen 
Street 
Roper 
Hospital  140  Queen 
Flemish 
Bond Brick  Public  2 
East‐
West  1     1850  4  Roper Hospital 
Medical 
College  146  Queen 
Flemish 
Bond Brick  Public  1 
East‐
West  1     1827  5  Medical College 
   120  Tradd  Stuccoed Masonry  Residential  1 
North‐
South  2     1770  41 
Corner Tradd 
and Friend St. 
William C. 
Bee House  122  Tradd 
American 
Bond Brick  Residential  1 
North‐
South  2     1850  41 
Corner Tradd 
and Friend St. 
   142  Tradd  Stuccoed Masonry  Residential  2 
North‐
South  3        68 
John Kenney, 
Tradd Street 
Sinkler     Tradd  Stuccoed Masonry  Residential  3 
East‐
West  2        69 
______ Sinkler, 
Tradd Street 
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Com
m
on N
am
e 
Street N
um
ber 
Street 
Bond 
Building Type 
Lyles Dam
age 
Building 
O
rientation 
Soil 
Patress Plates 
Built 
Cooks Photo 
N
um
ber 
Cook’s Photo 
Description 
Charleston 
Orphan 
House 
Chapel 
13  Vanderhorst  Stuccoed Masonry  Public  1 
East‐
West  1     1802  119  Orphan's Chapel 
   9  Vendue Range 
Stuccoed 
Masonry  Commercial  2 
North‐
South  3      
73  View on Prioleau street 
Joseph 
Righton 
House 
5  Water  Flemish Bond Brick  Residential  2  Square  3     1800  43 
House in Water 
street 
Bennett Rice 
Mill  0  Wentworth 
American 
Bond Brick  Commercial  2  Square  3     1845  164 
Bennett's Mill 
East end of 
Wentworth 
William 
Johnson 
House 
107  Wentworth  Flemish Bond Brick  Residential  1 
North‐
South  1     1858  78 
Residence Wm. 
Johnson, 
Wentworth 
street 
Aderman 
Murray 
House 
175  Wentworth  Flemish Bond Brick  Residential  2 
North‐
South  2    
  
56 
Alderman 
Murray, 
Wentworth 
street 
 
69  
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APPENDIX B: PHOTO SURVEY FORMS 
 (Alphabetical by Street) 
  
71  
Co Alexander 
Cordt Dieckhoff House 
1867 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Residential 
2 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
85 
Chapel Street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
Street 
72  
 
2 Amherst 
The Presqu'ile House 
1802 
English Bond Brick 
Residential 
1 
Artificial Fill 
Square 
84 
Corner of Bay and Amherst Streets Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
73  
 
Archdale 
No 5. Engine House 
1867 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Public 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
35 
No.5 Engine House Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
74  
 
4 Archdale 
Unitarian Church 
1787 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Public 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
14 
Unitarian Church no. 14 and 15 Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
75  
 
95 Ashley 
William Courtenay House 
1852 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Residential 
1 
Beach Sand 
East-West 
90 
Residence, Mayor Courtenay Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
76  
 
2 Atlantic 
George W. Williams House 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Residential 
2 
Beach Sand 
East-West 
67 
G W. Williams, Jr. Atlantic St. Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
77  
 
88 Beaufain 
B Pressley Smith House 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Residential 
2 
Beach Sand 
East-West 
57 
Beaufain Street, B. Pressley Smith Residence Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
78  
 
68 Beaufain 
American Bond Brick 
Residential 
2 
Artificial Fill 
North-South 
58 
Residence of J. Forrest Greer, Beaufain St. Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
79  
 
12 Bee 
William Robb House 
1858 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Residential 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
Square 
55 
Major R. C Gilchrist, Bee St. Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
80  
2 Broad 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Commercial 
2 
Beach Sand 
North-South 
21 
Broad Street, North side Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
Street 
81  
 
80 Broad 
City Hall 
1800 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Public 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
Square 
36 
Court House, City Hall, and Fireproof Building Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
82  
 
84 Broad 
Court House 
1753 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Public 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
36 
Court House, City Hall, and Fireproof Building Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
83  
 
15 Broad 
1815 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Commercial 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
22 
Broad Street, South side Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
84  
114 Broad 
Thomas Pinckney House 
1829 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Residential 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
40 
Bishop Northrup House Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
Street 
85  
 
25 Broad 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Commercial 
2 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
22 
Broad Street, South side Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
86  
 
4 Broad 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Commercial 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
21 
Broad Street, North side Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
87  
 
17 Broad 
1848 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Commercial 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
22 
Broad Street, South side Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
88  
 
58 Broad 
1800 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Commercial 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
23 
Confederate Home Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
89  
 
6 Broad 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Commercial 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
21 
Broad Street, North Side Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
90  
 
27 Broad 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Commercial 
2 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
22 
Broad Street, South side Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
91  
8 (12) Broad 
1783 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Commercial 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
21 
Broad Street, north Side Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
Street 
92  
 
23 Broad 
1786 
English Bond Brick 
Commercial 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
22 
Broad Street, South side Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
93  
 
21 Broad 
1820 
English Bond Brick 
Commercial 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
22 
Broad Street, South side Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
94  
 
19 Broad 
Post and Courier (Bar Normandy) 
1817 
English Bond Brick 
Commercial 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
22 
Broad Street, South side Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
95  
 
60 Broad 
Confederate Home 
1800 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Public 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
23 
Confederate Home Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
96  
 
83 Broad 
Police Head Quarters (The Guard House) 
1838 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Public 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
7 
Main Station House Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
97  
71 Broad 
St. Michael's Church 
1760 
English Bond Brick 
Public 
2 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
1 
St. Michael's Church showing Cracks Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
Street 
98  
 
43 bull 
John C. Simons House 
1850 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Residential 
1 
Artificial Fill 
North-South 
98 
Residence in Bull Street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
99  
 
99 Bull 
Warrington Dawson 
1854 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Residential 
1 
Artificial Fill 
East-West 
97 
Residence Capt. Dawson Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
100  
 
8 Chalmers 
Engine House No. 1 
1851 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Commercial 
2 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
161 
Chalmers St Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
101  
 
Charlotte 
Gas Works 
1847 
American Bond Brick 
Commercial 
3 
Artificial Fill 
East-West 
34 
Gas Works Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
102  
 
15 Church 
Snowden House 
1842 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Residential 
2 
Beach Sand 
East-West 
71 
Mrs. M A Snowden, Church Street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
103  
142 Church 
St. Philips 
1836 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Public 
2 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
3 
St. Philip's Church Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
Street 
104  
 
61 Church 
First Baptist Church 
1819 
English Bond Brick 
Public 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
76 
First Baptist Church Front Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
105  
 
Church 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Residential 
2 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
94 
Ruins of Church Street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
106  
 
136 Church 
French Huguenot Church 
1844 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Public 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
96 
Huguenot Church Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
107  
 
126 Coming 
Cathedral of St. Luke and St. Paul 
1810 
English Bond Brick 
Public 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
17 
St. Paul's Church Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
108  
 
18 Cumberland 
Seafoam Prepared Flour Mill Storage 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Commercial 
2 
Barrier Island Sand 
Square 
30 
Corner East Bay and Cumberland Streets Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
109  
 
21 East Battery 
Edmondston-Alston House 
1828 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Residential 
1 
Beach Sand 
East-West 
66 
   Alston House, East Battery Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
1EDMONDSTON ALSTON HOUSE 
 
110  
 
13 East Battery 
William Ravenel House 
1845 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Residential 
2 
Artificial Fill 
East-West 
62 
Wm Ravenel House East Battery Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
111  
 
5 East Battery 
John Ravenel House 
1843 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Residential 
2 
Artificial Fill 
East-West 
64 
St. Julian Ravenel, East Battery Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
2  
 
112  
 
19 East Battery 
Holmes Mansion 
1813 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Residential 
1 
Beach Sand 
East-West 
65 
   Holmes, East Battery Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
 
113  
 
205 East Bay 
American Bond Brick 
Commercial 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
30 
Corner East Bay and Cumberland Streets Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
114  
 
116-114 East Bay 
1800 
English Bond Brick 
Commercial 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
82 
East Bay Street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
115  
 
118 East Bay 
1840 
American Bond Brick 
Commercial 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
82 
East Bay Street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
116  
 
203 East Bay 
American Bond Brick 
Commercial 
2 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
30 
Corner East Bay and Cumberland Streets Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
117  
 
200 East Bay 
U.S. Custom House 
1853 
Stone Veneered Brick 
Public 
1 
Artificial Fill 
East-West 
9 
United States Custom House Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
118  
122 East Bay 
Old Exchange Building 
1771 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Public 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
10 
Post office Building Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
Street 
119  
 
201 East Bay 
American Bond Brick 
Commercial 
3 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
30 
Corner East Bay and Cumberland Streets Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
120  
 
East Bay 
American Bond Brick 
Residential 
1 
Beach Sand 
East-West 
31 
Tenement Houses East Bay Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
121  
 
7 Exchange 
American Bond Brick 
Commercial 
2 
Artificial Fill 
Square 
28 
Exchange Street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
122  
 
9 Exchange 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Commercial 
1 
Artificial Fill 
North-South 
28 
Exchange Street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
123  
 
65 George 
Randolph Hall 
1828 
English Bond Brick 
Public 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
129 
Charleston College Both wings gone No. 129 Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
 
124  
 
65 George 
Randolph Hall Wings 
1850 
American Bond Brick 
Public 
3 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
129 
Charleston College Both wings gone No. 129 Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
125  
 
64 Hasell 
Benjamin Smith House 
1843 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Residential 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
Square 
61 
Mrs. B D Lazarus Hasel St. Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
126  
 
95 Hasell 
St Mary's 
1839 
American Bond Brick 
Public 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
79 
St Mary's Church Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
127  
 
11 Hayne 
Charleston Bagging Company Gas Powered 
American Bond Brick 
Commercial 
3 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
27 
Charleston Bag Factory, ruins of three large buildings Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
128  
 
483 King 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Commercial 
3 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
19 
King Street Corner Warren No. 19 Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
129  
 
King 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Residential 
2 
Beach Sand 
East-West 
93 
No. 11 King Street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
130  
 
114 King 
American Bond Brick 
Commercial 
3 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
20 
King Street, above Broad Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
131  
 
120 King 
American Bond Brick 
Residential 
3 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
20 
King Street, above Broad Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
132  
 
116 King 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Commercial 
2 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
20 
King Street, Above Broad Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
133  
485 King 
American Bond Brick 
Commercial 
3 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
19 
King Street Corner Warren No. 19 Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
Street 
134  
 
17 Legare 
Anthony Toomer House 
1797 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Residential 
2 
Beach Sand 
East-West 
70 
E. B. Hume, Legare Street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
3
 
135  
 
7 Legare 
Martha Laurens Roper House 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Residential 
2 
Artificial Fill 
East-West 
91 
Brawley House Logan St (Legare) Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
136  
 
25 Legare 
White-Williman House 
1840 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Residential 
2 
Beach Sand 
East-West 
92 
25 Logan Street (Legare) Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
137  
21 Magazine 
Old Charleston Jail 
1802 
English Bond Brick 
Public 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
37 
Jail Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
Street 
138  
 
242 Market 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Commercial 
2 
Artificial Fill 
North-South 
24 
Market Street, North side Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
139  
 
Market 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Commercial 
2 
Artificial Fill 
North-South 
75 
Cosgrove house Market street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
140  
 
421 Market 
Sailors Home 
1820 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Public 
2 
Artificial Fill 
Square 
24 
Market Street, North side & Sailors' Home Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
141  
 
337 Meeting 
Old Citadel 
1829 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Public 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
12 
Citadel Academy Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
142  
 
353 Meeting 
Charleston Bagging Company Warehouse 
1878 
American Bond Brick 
Commercial 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
38 
Rear of Bagging Factory Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
143  
 
342 Meeting 
Second Presbyterian Church 
1811 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Public 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
81 
Flinn's Church Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
144  
 
47 Meeting 
U.S. Courthouse 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Public 
3 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
8 
United States Court House Meeting Street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
145  
 
200 Meeting 
Charleston Hotel 
1839 
American Bond Brick 
Commercial 
1 
Artificial Fill 
Square 
11 
Charleston Hotel* Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
146  
 
53 Meeting 
First Scots Church 
1814 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Public 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
16 
First Presbyterian Church No. 16 & No. Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
147  
 
39 Meeting 
Old St. Michael's Rectory 
1767 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Residential 
2 
Beach Sand 
East-West 
60 
J M Wilson Meeting St Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
148  
Meeting 
Colored School House 
1851 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Public 
2 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
39 
Colored School House, Meeting Street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
Street 
149  
 
119 Meeting 
American Bond Brick 
Commercial 
2 
Artificial Fill 
East-West 
139 
119 Meeting Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
150  
 
351 Meeting 
Wither's House 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Residential 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
38 
Rear of bagging factory Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
151  
 
105 Meeting 
Hibernian Hall 
1840 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Public 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
32 
Hibernian Hall Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
152  
26 Meeting 
The Pringle Smith House 
1822 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Residential 
2 
Beach Sand 
East-West 
59 
Pringle Smith, Meeting St Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
Street 
153  
 
52 North Market 
Henry's Tavern 
1850 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Commercial 
2 
Artificial Fill 
North-South 
72 
Twisted Chimney Market Street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
4 
 
154  
 
54 North Market 
Henry's Tavern 
1850 
American Bond Brick 
Commercial 
2 
Artificial Fill 
North-South 
72 
Twisted Chimney, Market Street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
155  
 
0 Prioleau 
1880 
American Bond Brick 
Commercial 
3 
Artificial Fill 
East-West 
191 
Prioleau Street 60 days After Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
156  
Prioleau 
English Bond Brick 
Commercial 
2 
Artificial Fill 
East-West 
74 
Wreck in rear of Post Office Showing shell hole made 
during the war 
Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
Street 
5
157  
 
38 Prioleau 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Commercial 
3 
Artificial Fill 
North-South 
73 
View on Prioleau Street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
158  
 
140 Queen 
Roper Hospital 
1850 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Public 
2 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
4 
Roper Hospital Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
159  
16 queen 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Residential 
2 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
110 
View on Queen Street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
Street 
160  
 
146 Queen 
Medical College 
1827 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Public 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
5 
Medical College Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
161  
 
122 Tradd 
William C. Bee House 
1850 
American Bond Brick 
Residential 
1 
Beach Sand 
North-South 
41 
Corner Tradd and Friend St. Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
162  
 
120 Tradd 
1770 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Residential 
1 
Beach Sand 
North-South 
41 
Corner Tradd and Friend St. Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
163  
 
Tradd 
Sinkler 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Residential 
3 
Beach Sand 
East-West 
69 
   Sinkler, Tradd Street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
 
164  
 
142 Tradd 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Residential 
2 
Artificial Fill 
North-South 
68 
John Kenney, Tradd Street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
165  
 
13 Vanderhorst 
Charleston Orphan House 
1802 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Public 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
East-West 
119 
Orphan's Chapel Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
 
Street 
 
166  
9 Vendue Range 
Stuccoed Masonry 
Commercial 
2 
Artificial Fill 
North-South 
73 
View on Prioleau street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
Street 
167  
5 Water 
Joseph Righton House 
1800 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Residential 
2 
Artificial Fill 
Square 
43 
House in Water Street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
Street 
168  
0 Wentworth 
Bennett Rice Mill 
1845 
American Bond Brick 
Commercial 
2 
Artificial Fill 
Square 
164 
Bennett's Mill East end of 
Wentworth 
Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
Street 
169  
107 Wentworth 
William Johnson House 
1858 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Residential 
1 
Barrier Island Sand 
North-South 
78 
Residence Wm. Johnson, Wentworth street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
Street 
170  
175 Wentworth 
Aderman Murray House 
Flemish Bond Brick 
Residential 
2 
Beach Sand 
North-South 
56 
Alderman Murray, Wentworth street Cook's Photo 
Description 
Cooks Photo Number 
Building Orientation 
Soil 
Lyles Damage 
Building Type 
Bond 
Built 
Patress Plates 
Common Name 
Street 
171  
172  
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